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The bone

The bone is the distal end of a cow ‘s right humerus. Measurements demonstrate that the bone is

within the si/e range normal for Iron :\ge cattle. Only 30” o ofthe original bone length suryiyes and

it is unclear whether or not it w as broken before deposition. Thirty—nine coins w ould not all ha\e

titted inside the bone as it sur\ i\ es today. In all respects the bone is ordiitary. It shows no remark—

able features and has the appearance of an ordinary item from butchery or food waste.

Discussion

The disco\ ery ofthe lron :\ge hoard is important. particularly as this is the only major collection to

be unco\ ered in East Anglia as part of a long—term archaeological research project. It is only the

second to be reco\ ered from inside a bone (the other being the l lonley hoard recoyered in the 1800s

in Yorkshire. which contained Roman and Iron Age coins and objects: Petch 1934). The hoard is

the fifth Gallo—Belgie E hoard to be recoyered from Norfolk (the others being \‘v'eybourne. 3‘)

coins: Fring. 173 coins: Wormegay. se\ en coins: and Buxton-with—Laminas. fourteen coins). It

may be significant that these finds are mostly froin the north—west ofNortollx'. ait area that has been

noted for the richness ofits portable finery and for strong local regional traditions that are reflected

in characteristic decoratiye styles. monument and artefact types. SHARP will continue to inyesti—

gate the fascinating archaeology ofthis area in the future.

Full publication of the hoard will be in The Scr/gq/ém/ lloum’. which will be available in

Summer ZOO-l.

.l/Ll_l' 3004

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Plates 1 and Z are by Hilary Smelling.

BIBLIOGRAPIH

llaselgrme (I. WW "l'he Dc\e|opment oflron \ge (‘oinage in lielgic (iaul‘. \ll/7][.\/llt//it‘ ('limui'c/e lit). lll ms

llaselgroxe. (I. lW—l. '\\'arfare and its aftermath as reflected in the precious metal coinage ol'léclgic ( iaul'. ().\/m‘i/./our/m/

t‘l lrt/it/tu/ngi 3t 1 l. Sl 9‘).

Petchi .l. \,. Nil [fur/j~ limit in My Dry/Ht / u/ l/Ilt/t/t’l'\’/fL’/t/ l l luddersticld).

Scheers. 8.. 1‘)". frat/c t/L’ Iii/mi'wnt/I't/ut' t'e/li‘t/nu ll. Lu (fun/c Helga/tic tl’aris),

TWO ROMAN BROOCH FINDS FROM HOCKERING AND

FELMINGHAM

ln' .lustine Bayley. David (iurney and Dl‘. Mackreth

Multiple how brooch from Hockering Site 3654]

(Fig. l )

In October 2001. whilst metal-detecting by Mr A. Carter. a further Roman multiple bow brooch

was discoyered at a site in lrlockering. This is only the fifth example ofthe type to be recorded. and

the fourth example ofthe double bow Variety. For the earlier finds. see .r\'or/0//r / lI't-Iii/m/ogr XI .lll

Part tows). 1777 L). i '
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It is a double bow brooch. fairly plain. with a simple knurled rib down the centre ofeaeh bow.

Overall it is slightly damaged and battered. and the pin and eatehplate are missing. but there are

remains of a white metal coating. almost certainly tinning. in the grooves and on the re\'erse.

The brooch has a typical Dolphin—like hump at the top ofeaeh bow. and the spring is held by an

iron axis bar in a wide slot in the tubular wings (as Hattatt 35778). Above the wings there is a

projection. damaged or broken on one side and tinned on the ‘top‘. which may have been a means

ofalfording extra protection to the spring that sat beneath it. It seems to be too solid to have been a

chain loop,

It is important to note that the spring arrangement here is different from any of the preVi—

ously-recorded examples. suggesting that quite a few brooch workshops at various times in the

early Roman period (and probably mainly in Norfolk) were producing these seemingly unusual

and interesting variants to the usual ‘run—of—the—mill’ types.

 
Figure 1. Multiple bowbrooch from l’lockering (Site 3654): brooch mould from Felmingham

(Site 34732). Scale l:l
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Bronze mould from Felmingliam Site 34732

(Fig. 1)

ln \0\ etnber 1999. \\ hilst metal—detecting by Mr M. Harmer. a t‘urther example ot‘a bronze mould

\\ as diseo\ cred. For the only other recorded examples ol’bron/c mottlds anywhere in the Roman

Empire. see Bayley. .l.. Maekreth. Dl. and Wallis. H.. 200 l. ‘Eyidenec t‘or Romano—British

Brooch Production at Old Buekenham. Norfolk‘. Brim/mm 32. 93~l 18. Mr DF. Mackreth has

kindly pro\ ided the following report:

This can be Identified as onc haltiol‘a t\\o~piecc mottld Tor tltc manulaeture ol‘ the lccman rcarhook»t_\pc brooch l'hc

\aricty cannot be identitied as the trout hall‘ot'the mould is missing(despite littrtherc\hausti\c searching by the tinder). The

proportions are slightly odd in that it is as \\ idc as it is ltigh. l he date must be belore »\l) 54 ()0. \\hcn to all intents and

purposes the brooch ceases not only to bc made but. seemingly. \\orn.

Dr .lustine Bayley ol‘the English Heritage Centre for Archaeology has analysed the surface ol\

the mould by X—ray fluorescence. \\ hich shoyy ed it to be a lightly leaded bronze. A full analysis

of a sample from the mould was undertaken by Dr Dayid Dungyyorth (also Fill Ct‘A) who

reported the following composition: ("u 83.60/11. Sn 7.400.711ll.7l)¥o. Pb 7.3% and Fe 0.1%. The

two analyses are in full agreement. Dr Bayley has also contributed the following report:

The mould can be compared \\ ith those born (.)ld Buckenham. though the alloy otwhich it is tnadc and its design are rather

diITcrent. The most ob\ ious ditterencc is that the sprttc cttp. throttgh \\ hich the metal \\as poured into the mould. is at the head

rather than the loot ot‘the brooch. This is unusual. as the only other Roman brooch mottlds that \\ ere lilled Irom this end \\ crc

tiot‘cat ly lst~century brooch t_\ pes \\ here the sprtte and runner \\erc hammered ottt to lorm the spring pin ol‘a one-piece brooch

\\ hich needed to be attached to the brooch head. \\'here the spring pin \\ as a separate piece ol‘ metal. the tnain body ol’thc

brooch \\ as usually cast lrom the loot end. The tnain reason for this departure from normal practice may ha\e been that the

rearhook on the head \\ hich Dl‘. 1\lackrcth has identtlicd \\ ould haye been an koard to make at the closed end olithe mould,

.\ltct‘nati\ely. the crattsman \\ ho made this mould may hayc had a personal preference lor the sprue cttp being at the head ol'

the brooch. c\cn though there \\'as no titnctional reason for this.

The t\\o holes through the mould suggest that the method ol'holding its original too \‘a|\ es together \\ as similar to that

used on the Old Buckcnham moulds. bttt as the l‘ront \al\e olithe mould is missing there can be no certainty about this. It is

also not clear it'the toot end ol‘the mould is incomplete. or \\ hcthcrthe end ol‘thc ca\ it) \\ould hay c been closed by the horn

\ al\ c \\ htch \\ould ha\ e \\ rapped round and extended beyond the end ol‘the back \ a|\ e. a return closing ol‘l‘thc loot so the

molten metal did not run out. The limit \ al\ e may hayc been considerably expanded at the foot end so the assembled mould

\\ould stand securely the right \\‘ay up tor use.

The large mass otithc mould. in comparison \\itb that ol'the brooch cast in it. is necessary to ensure that the heat hour

the casting \\ as conducted away quickly enough so the mould itsclt‘ \\ as not melted. As a leaded bron/e. the motild \\ ottld

ha\e had a slightly lo\\cr melting point than the unleaded bron/e \\ hich \\as probably cast \\ ithin it. This \\ould not ha\ e

mattered as the thermal capacity ol‘thc motlld \\ould ha\e been sul‘lictcnt to a\oid disaster.

EXCAVATION OF A RING-BITCH AT HOPTON ON SEA, 2002

In Kenneth Penn

Introduction

(Fig. l )

A series ol‘ l‘eaturcs was examined during archaeological imcstigations during 2002 beside

Loyyestot‘t Road. Hopton on Sea (TM 527 999). The exeayation (HER Site 1mm; Fig. l) was

conducted by the Norfolk Archaeological Unit prior to residential deyelopmcnt by Persimmon

Homes (Anglia) Ltd. The site was selected for evaluation and excavation because a palimpsest of

crop—marks had been identified on aerial photographs (Brennand 2000; Penn 2002). These were


